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ADSTRACT

Radio Moseow's contimuing and prevailing concern in references to atowic weapuas ie
40 present the USSR as the champlon of pezace; the drive o have atomic weapons Larse
i3 one. agpect of this presentation. The U,3, positiuvn, whish allegedly dizhates Wie

poaition of a&ll the bourgeois nations, is said to be ewaclly the cpposlte. [Liz x
white~black dichotomy is characleristic of all Soviet radio proypegenda; but if awpearsu
with particular clarity in propaganda zoncerning atomie weapons, Again end apaia L

Mozcow baldly reiterates that the Soviet Union ig for barming the bomb, the Tnited
States ig not.

There are several indleations of marked sensitivity about the entire atomis
The delibverate avoldance of deteiled digeussion is one) the low volume of
another. (There has been appraeciable atiention to atoric issues only dws-i
bates and in the two weeks followlng Stalin's 6 October interview in PRATIA.) uaoiiuw
indicator 18 the relative abzence cr scarvemongering over the dreadfl conpequences of
etomic vmarfare. Such scaremongering oceurs rerely and only in broadcasis o o -
regtricted group of eudiences. -
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T+ may be that this gensitivity reflectz concern over a Soviet-estimated dispeoporticn
in current Ragst-West atomic potentiels. If this is the caze, Mogeow's propacmida sy ‘
change as the Soviet potentiel Is enlarged.

" Although a departure from previous propaganda in gome minor ways, Stalin's interriow
in PRAVDA wes generally consistent with Soviet propaganda on thle and other ismoes
The interview added luster to the USSR!s tacade of peace, it initiated & new plhrge i:
Eagt=Vest propaganda r2lations (in itself of intrinsic value ir a propaganda ), sl
1t gave the superficial appearance of reopening the wa) to kast-¥eat negotiatioras. v
the U,S. were to have eccepted Stalin's fupiielt offer, whlch involved little Javiaetio.
from previously-steted Soviet terms, the resulting negotiations would preswmwavly hav2
tended to reduce popular Western arxietles, at least for flic moment, ‘his don tarm
might have resulted in a tempprery relaxation of Westemn efforts to build up xllitarm
strenrtl, hence in effect obgtructing thia Western program. If the negotiations proves
fruitless, the Soviets would be in a positicn te make propapenda capital of the lacy
by pointing out that the Soviet temms, on which the nepotiations were based, had aruics
been rejected Dy the United Siates. And even if no regotiamtions were antleipated by
Stalin, it might heve been his expectation thet the apparent cffer to negoliate mnd
the U.S. refusal to accept would tend to creete Western doubts and confugio: about
American motivations. In other words, it Is prchable that cbatruetion of the Americen-
led drive for Western militeuy strength and unity wme one of the obJectives ol tue
interview==jugt ag 1t ig of much of Moscow's current efiort.

g
% Thig report incorporates some materiel which has been pregentad in previcuea RIS g
publications, ‘

CLASSIFICATION CONF IDENTIAL
STATE DT vy NSRB DISTRIBUTION __1‘

iy | [ !

L. | |
—— ; Approved For Release 2008/03/03 : CIA-RDP80-00809A000500730250-0 s J




Approved For Release 2008/03/03 : CIA-RDP80-00809A000500730250-0
25X1

1BIAL USE ONLY,

()(J!‘Xé’ ﬁl}[ NTTAL

-

Soviet radio propaganda concerning atemic weapons, whether related to Stalin's PRAVDA
interview, the Hiroshima enniversary, or the several U.N. discussicns of this issue,

o

reveals certain basic characteristics, Thesa2 are:

1, lcw volume of COMPEnt.
2, The absence of any specific or concrete dilscussion of atomic weapons,
of the direct vonseqicaces of atomic warfere, oOr of the detailed

problems of international control.
3. Tnsistent ompheszis on the slogan=like axiom that the bomb must be
© panmed. not merely regulated.
4., Iimited efforts to scarewponger. {This is ja natural consequence of
the failure to elaborate on the effects of ‘atomic warfare; but this
in turr. appears to retflect a decision to avoid this type of propa-
ganda except on special occasions and for limited audiences.§
. Thorough~poing concentration on establishing the Soviet Union as the
sponsor of world peece. Tris concentration prevails in much of
Moscow?s radio propaganda, but appears to lbe especially marked in
comment on the atomic weapons lszue,

1. Limited Volw:e

Moscow?s references to atomic weapone have been limited in volume ever since the
iesue was brought to prominsnce with the dropping of the bomb orn Hiroshima, A% that
time Soviet propagaendists confined themselves 10 occasional broadcasts minimizing
the military sipgnificance of the bomt and touching [on the need for international
control of atomic energy.

\a

In the c¢ix vears since lirochime, ietal avwrention to atomic issues has been but a
small part of Moszow's total comment on foreign or idomestic affaire. The question
has received marksd attention during iUnited Natliong deliberations on atomic

questions (Moscow consi=tently capitalizes on world news events), and after Stalin's
recent PRAVDA interview.® But i the months when r‘}o such event is being publicized,
references to alomiz isvaes ave tow and far between. President Truman's 1949
announcemert albout sr atomic exrloeion in the USSP lwas reported in a TASS statement
that was broadcast only 40 timez--or spproximately jonce in each of Moscow'!s foreign-
language transmissions, Th2 E 1ok and Nevads tests have been pointedly ignored,x
Reports of a third atomis exrlosion in the USSR have never been acknowledged.

This low volume of attention i3 ir marked contrast|to Moscow's treatment of other
isgues involved in Two-oasp relatifons, For examplie, the militarization of Vestern
Germony hac consistently recelved veluminous attention: the organization ol NATO and
+he establiclment of Amsrican bases in Western Iﬂurdpe tave been publicized through=
out mest of 17513 and the alleged re:ni'lit:axi.zaticn‘of Japan has been denounced in
appreciabie volume, This contrast suggests thal the atomie bomb has a special place
on Moscow's propaganda agenda—-namely, it is exploited when world developments bring
1t to the forefront or when Soviet initiative can lJ‘;e claimed.

% FEven in this instance, howewer, the high volume\of altertion was not sustained.
The peak ol atlention to the 6 Detoher FRAVDA interview was reached in the period

9 to 15 Qcicber when exploitation of the intexrview amounted to 23% of the total
comment on foreign affairs, Irn the two weeks following, attention to atomic issues
dropped to 12 and 2 percent, respectively. This pattern of attention closely re-
sembles that for Stalin's February interwview in PRAVDA; and this similarity suggests
that much of the attention to the atom interview was related to the bagsic requirement
of publicizing the words of *the Great Leader."

w» The only reference to date to the current Nevada tests occurred in Ilya

Ehrenburg's 15 November PRAVDA articie on the COLLIER'S iscue, "The War We Do Not
Want." Ehrenburg asserted that American diplomats\_ignore these Nevada tests when
they talk of peace in Parisz, But, true to the general pattern, he gave no details

of the tests. Furthemmore he acknowledges the COLLIER'S references to destruction

of Soviet facilities but does not explaln, in the broadcast version of the PRAVDA
article, how that destructior was brought about. It appears that Ehrenburg is allowed
certain liberties not given other Soviet commentators for he alone has mentioned

such things as atomic submarines--a subject on which Moscow has been completely

gilent otherwise.
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2. voi ce of tail

Moscow's comment on atomic issues has also been characterized by a marked absence of
details—-whether on the use of atomic weapons or on the plans for regulation. The
destructiveness of the bombs dropped in Japan was not touched upon until Molotov, in
the October nRevolution anniversary speech of 1945, mentioned "“the tremendous
destructive power" of the atomic bombj; previous broadcasts had tended to minimize

its military significance. In general Soviet broadecasters have not elaborated on
Molotov's simple statement. There have been occasional remarks concerning the
destruction of civilians (these are most often broadcast to Japan, and even then they
constitute & very small segment of the total comment) and the first comment on the
COLLIEA'S issue of 27 October made such an allusion. Otherwise, however, there has
been a strict avoidance of any details concerning the effectiveness or consequences of

atomic warfare.

This avoldance of detail also applies to the question of developments in atomic tactles
and stratery; a recent PRAVDA article spoke of atomic artillery but:did not define or
jllustrate the term, or discuss the tactical problems involved. There has never been
e reforence to radlation or to defenses against the unique impact of atomlc warfare.
(The raid tests in American schools have been scorned as hysterical, but have not

been described in any identifiable detail).

Reports of U.N, deliberations on atomic issues have also heen lacking in specific
detail., Corment on the 1948 delibverations of the U,N. cormission on atomic energy
control echoed Cromylko's somevhat confusing statements, gave only a hazy idea of the
American position, and generally adhered to the practice of leading unwary listeners
to conclude that only the USSR sincerely fought for peace and true control. A

similar pattern prevailed during subsequent General Assembly discussions. Andrel
vishinely's remarks were publicized=-but not always in the detail in which he spoke,
especially on *he auestion of inspection. As was true before these debates, and as
has been itrue since, ‘foscow did not give any detailed information on the various con- .
trol proposals. [he Baruch plan 1s rejected, without analysis or examination,

because it furthers the profits of American monopolists.

In seeming compensation for the lack of detail noted above, Moscow ic vociferous in
its demands that the bomb be bammed. Mere regulation is held insufficient and une-
acceptable~abecause it serves the monopolists! warmongering purpcses, (Tre ghift in
Soviet policy from demands that all bombs be destroyed to Stalin's demand that
existing bombs be used for peaceful purposes=-which may reflect the change in the
Soviet potential-=has never been acknowledged per se. Tt has not been discussed in
post=Jtalin comment. )

Thus Moscow, substituting generalized harangues for detailed argument, insiats that
the bomb mist be banned if peace is to be secured., As in much of Moscow's propaganda,
no shadings of viewpoint are aclnowledged. The ban is held to pe axiomatic for peace;
and the peace lovers are ranged behind it while the warmongers are lined up in

opposition.

3. Scaremongering

In general, Moscow avoids explicit scaremongering concerning atomic weapuns, Although
such scaremongering may be considered implicit in any ref'erence to atomic weapons,
Moscow rarely engages in deliberate formulations which would tend to panic its
listeners. OSuch explicit scaremongering as does occur is usually related to specific
events, e.g., the Hiroshima annilversary which Moscow commemorates by reminding the
Japarese of the suffering they have endured. The recent COLLIER'S issue on "The Var
We Do Mot Want" has been exploited in a commentary pointing out that the editors
relish the deaths of tens of thousands of civilians. This has been broadcast only to
limited audiences; and it did not appear in Home Service transmissions. Stalin's
armouncement that other bombs would be exploded is also implielt gearemongering; but
to the extent that it prepares the Soviet home audience and the Communist world for
future tests it could also have the effect of reducing Soviet-0rbit fear.

There have been general charges of atomic diplomacy and of American efforts to threaten
or blaclmail via its atomic weapons. These charges have been more frequent since
Stalin's interview; but they are often surrounded by compensatory generalities
regarding peace-camp strength, i.e., ability tc resist such threats,
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asion&l attempts to warn that the Americans plan to use

an war or against Chinese cities, but these have been rare,
lin volume, turthermore, President Truman's 30 Novemter
alone would decide whether to use such bombs in Korefi—e

ave teen exploited for scaremongering propaganda of the
st ignored.

gv:et corment--low volume, avoidance of details, relative
monger ing posmbw.llmes--suggcsts Soviet sensitwity to the
fear. that discussions of atomic warfare would panic the
’rtem also suggests concern over the disproportion in East—
1als. For this reason it might be expected that thne propa-
ge when the Soviet supply is enlarged. This possikle change
shift from ithe demands that all bombs be destroyed to the

1in, that existing bombs be used for peaceful purposes.

;{
1 the Stalin interview of 6 Cetober highlighted the strength
the possibility of nepgotiations leading to the prohibition
;Le ser degree, both in terms of volume and distributicn of
n qualified scaremongering concerning atomic weapons by
Fjengaging in atomic scaremongering, The PRAVDA reference to
i above, waz the major departure {rom the previous avoldance
referencesz 1o atomic weapons, Otherwise Soviet broadcasters

:ords and did not spell out any of the implications,
ions. Then Mosrow rebuked the Vestern press for distorting
xf war, they rationalized Soviet atomice experiments and the

l
“After this, +the interview was allowed to disappear except
g'n, " and they bolstered Communist confidence in Communist
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rview followed familiar patterns; first the interview iltself

emphasis was placed on tre peace elements and on the

ferences in comment on other issues.

President Truman's statement that the Soviets are talking
an

llspecula‘.ion on the significance of the interview was re=
l
baequent. propaganda seemed to serve a number of propazanda
as given special publicity in dbroadcasts to Horth Americae-
ef fort to evole popular dissatisfaction with official
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Iy raising thelpo:‘mlﬂltj of reopened negotiations it challenged the

unity of the Western nat:\lons, especially in quarters where that unity appears to be
based primarily on anti~Sovietism,

The sirength 1mp11r'a1‘10nJ‘oi the interview and the subsequent propaganda are, of

course, tantamount to
atomic muscles, However
significance; lloscow may
position of strength and,
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peared partially desipgned to offset recent Western moves to
Ia initiative.

interview brought no substantlve change in Soviet references
rly showvn in Beriya's address on the 6 November anniversary
in that address the word atom appeared only once=~in a
roposals before the Unlted HNa- f‘lOI‘lS. Beriya made passing
ojectiles” but did not otherwise allude to the subject of

ar

o]

warfare,

0
lg%m .




